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Introduction
The variability of the experimental data (or dispersion) may be quantified through the range, variance, standard deviation and coefficient of variation, among others (Bastos & Duquia, 2007) . Of these, the most described by Brazilian researchers is the coefficient of variation (CV), which corresponds to the standard deviation expressed as percentage of the mean (Mohallem et al., 2008) and allows to compare different works involving the same response variable and, consequently, to quantify the accuracy of the researches (Judice et al., 2002) .
According to Toebe et al. (2014) the planning of the experiment also depends on different factors such as the utilized material, location, management, statistics and level of precision. In this way, one must consider that the variability of an experiment also changes according to the worked species or culture.
Based on essays performed in agricultural experimentation, Pimentel-Gomes (2009) , elaborated the following classification of the coefficient of variation: low, when lower than 10%; average, when from 10% to 20%; high, when from 20% to 30%; and very high, when higher than 30%. However, this classification is questionable.
Being so wide, it does not take into account the nature of the studied culture, and does not distinguish the nature of the evaluated character
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In poultry essays, there is little reference
of CV values indicating the classification range as to its degree of accuracy (Mohallem et al., 2008) . In this manner, the knowledge and classification of the coefficient of variation of an animal species has great relevance, since it guides the researchers through a range of values, offering validity to the experiments (Snedecor & Cochran, 1980) .
The CV classification performed in experiments with Eucalyptus and Pinus, defined
by Garcia (1989) , was based on the mean and on the standard deviation for CV values, although the author did not report in his study whether or not he evaluated the normality of the data for this classification. However, other authors took into account that the data presented an approximately normal distribution, as in the experiments with rice (Costa et al., 2002) , tomato (Cruz et al., 2012) and soybean (Carvalho et al., 2003) . When the CVs did not satisfy the normal distribution, Costa et al. (2002) suggested the use of the midquartile (Md Interq.) and pseudo aigma (PS) statistics, which, according to these authors, are more resistant values than the mean and the standard deviation, but, when normal, these two methodologies provide equivalent classifications.
The aim of this work was to determine the classification ranges of the values of coefficient of variation of the main response variables studied in poultry essays (broilers, breeder hens, laying hens and quails), through different methodologies, adapting the criteria proposed by Garcia (1989) and Costa et al. (2002) to define the classification ranges of the coefficient of variation.
Material and Methods
The coefficient of variation data were The two main methods of CV classification were proposed by Garcia (1989) and Costa et al. Garcia (1989) and Costa et al. (2002) were defined, as described in Table 2 , in order to define the classification ranges of the coefficients of variation of the surveyed variables in the articles published in the evaluated journals. Table 2 . Criteria of classification of CV, following adaptation of the propositions by Garcia (1989) and Costa et al. (2002) CV Classification Criteria Classification
Very high tabulation of all mean, median and midquartile values, as well as the standard deviation and pseudo sigma, analyzed jointly.
Results and Discussion

(one thousand and five) articles
were registered, of which 30.95% did not present CV data, and 69.05% did present CV. Of the 694 articles with CV, 5,469 CV values were obtained in 13 responses variables chosen. Table 3 presents the results referring to the descriptive statistics for the selected response variables, and the ShapiroWilk normality test. The Shapiro-Wilk test was not significant (Table 3) for the studied variables, pointing that the data set of the coefficients of variation extracted from the journals had normal distribution. Mohallem et al. (2008) and Farias Filho et al. (2010) did not find normal distribution for most performance variables in broilers and egg production in laying hens, respectively. However, the data volume worked by the authors was well below those of the present study.
It was also observed, in Mortality presented CV with high values.
The value referring to range was 453.17% (Table   3 ) and to pseudo-sigma was 41.99% (Table 4) .
Using the classification criteria of the coefficient of variation of Table 2 , six distinct methods were established, namely:
Method 1: adaptation of the methodology by Costa et al. (2002) , in which A is the median, and
B is the pseudo sigma (PS);
Method 2: methodology proposed by Costa et al. (2002) , in which A is the midquartile (Md. Interq.) and B is the pseudo-sigma (PS);
Method 3: adaptation of the methodology by Garcia (1989) and Costa et al. (2002) in which A is the mean (m), and B is the pseudo sigma (PS);
Method 4: adaptation of the methodology proposed by Garcia (1989) , where A is the median (Md) and B is the standard deviation (s),
Method 5: adaptation of the methodology by Costa et al. (2002) and Garcia (1989) , in which A is the midquartile, and B is the standard deviation (s);
Method 6: methodology proposed by Garcia The viability presented range of 12.28% (Table 3 ) and pseudo-sigma of 2.07% (Table 4) , these values being more stable, corroborating with the above-mentioned authors.
The weight gain variable presented a high value for range, 87.89%. This was also verified by Mohallem et al. (2008) and the justification presented for this fact is the great diversity of researches, since the experimental designs were not specified, nor were extreme data eliminated, which in this variable was around five values with extremely high CV, when compared to the other 962 CV values observed. (Table   5 ) and viability (Table 6) higher than 30%, ergo there is a disparity of information, since this is not verified in Table 5 .
However, according to Mohallem et al. (2008) , the classification range of Pimentel-Gomes (2009) is based on agricultural variables, whereas in poultry there will be relatively less uncontrolled variables. Table 2 , and using the six methods based on Garcia (1989) Method 1: Adaptation of the methodology by Costa et al. (2002) , where A is the median, and B is the Pseudo Sigma (PS); Method 2 : Methodology proposed by Costa et al. (2002) , where A is the midquartile (Md. Interq.), and B is the pseudo-sigma (PS); Method 3: Adaptation of the methodology by Garcia (1989) and Costa et al. (2002) where A is the mean (m), and B is the Pseudo Sigma (PS); Method 4: Adaptation of the methodology proposed by Garcia(1989) , where A is the median (Md) and B is the standard deviation (s); Method 5: Adaptation of the methodology by Costa et al. (2002) and Garcia (1989) , where A is the midquartile (Md Interq), and B is the standard deviation(s); Method 6: Methodology proposed by Garcia (1989) where A is the mean (m), and B is the standard deviation (s).
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In Table 5, In Table 6 , the mortality variable also and Garcia (1989) .
For Mohallem et al. (2008) , the classification of the CVs on mortality was defined since according to the authors, it would present incoherent (negative) data, becoming indispensable for the researcher to understand that this is a variable which presents high CVs by its very nature, that is, the mortality of poultrys during the experiment will not necessarily be associated to the treatments, thus causing high deviations and consequently high coefficients of variation.
The carcass yield (Table 4 ) presents the lowest midquartile (2.7%), and this reflects in its very narrow classification range (Table 6 ). The fact that this variable has the lowest midquartile, and consequently a narrow classification range was also observed by Mohallem et al. (2008) .
The variable egg weight (Table 7) (Table 7) . The same occurred in the essay by Leal et al. (2014) 
Conclusions
It is possible to use the midquartile, pseudo sigma, mean and standard deviation for classification of the CVs, but the use of standard deviation promotes inconsistent classification ranges in certain variables.
In general, the coefficients of variation for poultry performance (feed intake, weight gain, feed conversion, viability, carcass yield and chest yield) and laying data (egg production, egg weight, egg mass, feed conversion ratio per egg mass, feed conversion ratio per dozen eggs) may be considered low when CV values are lower than 2.23%; average within 2.24 and 7.95%; high within 7.96 and 10.8%, and very high above 10.82%.
